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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-25 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1,3-5, 7, 14, 18-20, 22, 23, and 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Creswell et al. (U.S. 6,775,690). 

As per claims 1, 18, and 22, Creswell et al. disclose handling time-sensitive messages, 
as claimed, comprising steps of: 

• marking a message as time-sensitive (see column 2, lines 14-17, where the 
originator of the message has the option of setting time parameters); 

• sending the marked message to a recipient (see column 2, lines 31-35, where 
"another message" indicates that a first message was sent); and 

• automatically receiving a reply from the recipient regarding the marked message 
within a time period of marked message (see column 5, lines 45-50, where the 
automatic reply is sent from the recipient through the mail server). 

As per claims 3, 19, and 23, Creswell et al. disclose indicating an ending time for the time 
period of sensitivity (see column 2, lines 25-30, where not being able to open the message after a 
certain time implies the ending time). 

As per claim 4, Creswell et al. disclose indicating a start time for the time period of 
sensitivity (see column 2, lines 25-30, where not being able to open the message before a certain 
time indicates the start time). 
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As per claims 5, 7, 20 and 24, Creswell et al. disclose a system, as claimed, comprising: 

• means for receiving messages by a recipient to whom they are addressed (see 
column 4, lines 11-15, where the delivered message is sent to the recipient); 

• means for determining whether a received message is time-sensitive, and 
whether a time period of time-sensitivity has been reached (see column 4, lines 
9-15, where detecting time code determines whether a received message is 
time-sensitive); and 

• means for rendering message to the recipient (see column 3, lines 56-59, where 
displaying the message implies the message being rendered). 

As per claim 14, Creswell et al. disclose the messages being e-mail (see column 2, lines 

21-25). 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 2, 6, 8-13, 17, 21, and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Creswell et al. as applied to claim 1 and 7 above, and further in view of Johnson et al. (U.S. 
5,325,310). 

As per claim 2, although the system disclosed by Creswell et al. shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it fails to disclose whether snoozing is 
allowed by the recipient for the message. Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and 
would have been an obvious modification of the system disclosed by Creswell et al., as 
evidenced by Johnson et al. 
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In an analogous art, Johnson et al. disclose a message system where a response is 
necessary from the recipient having a means for allowing the recipient to snooze (see column 4, 
lines 27-31 , because the sender has an option of marking a message object so that is cannot be 
exited, it is implied that the message could be exited if not marked by the sender, therefore 
allowing the recipient to snooze). 

Given the teaching of Johnson et al. a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Creswell et al. by employing a 
snooze option, such as disclosed by Johnson et al., in order to ensure that the recipient views the 
message if it is important (see Johnson column 3, lines 64-68), or allow the message to be 
viewed at another time. 

As per claim 6, Creswell et al. fails to disclose requiring the recipient to respond to the 
rendered message. Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Creswell et al., as evidenced by Johnson et al. 

Johnson et al. disclose electing to require the recipient to reply or acknowledge the 
message (see column 3, lines 64-68). Given the teaching of Johnson et al. a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying 
Creswell et al. by requiring the recipient to respond, to ensure that the recipient views or carefully 
reads the message (see Johnson column 3, lines 64-68). 

As per claim 8, Creswell et al. and Johnson et al. fail to disclose suppressing the 
requiring step unless a time period of the time-sensitivity has been reached. Nonetheless, it 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to suppress the requiring 
step unless the time period has been reached, in order to allow the recipient to complete current 
tasks and review the message at a more convenient time until the message must be responded 
to. 

As per claims 9, 10, and 13, Creswell et al. and Johnson et al. fail to disclose allowing the 
recipient to suppress (delay) the requiring step within the time period of sensitivity. Nonetheless, 
it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to allow the recipient to 
suppress (delay) the requiring step until a later time, wherein the later time is within the time 
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period of sensitivity, if snoozing is allowed. The reason for doing so would be for the benefit of 
the recipient. If the message does not have to be immediately acknowledged, and he/she were in 
the process of responding to another important message, it would be beneficial to delay the 
requirement of the new message so they can finish with their current one. The motivation for 
allowing this to occur within the time period of sensitivity is because the message is only urgent 
within the time period. 

As per claim 1 1 , Creswell et al. fails to disclose requiring the recipient to create a 
response and sending the response to the sender. Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the 
art and would have been an obvious modification of the system disclosed by Creswell et al., as 
evidenced by Johnson et al. 

Johnson et al. disclose requiring employees to read a notice and send a note back to the 
sender (column 4, lines 6-11). Given the teaching of Johnson et al. a person having ordinary skill 
in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Creswell et 
al. by requiring the recipient to respond, to ensure that the recipient views or carefully reads the 
message (see Johnson column 3, lines 64-68). 

As per claim 12, Creswell et al. fails to disclose determining whether processing of the 
rendered selected one is complete, and if not, remembering the rendered selected one for 
subsequent evaluation at a later time within the time period of sensitivity. Nonetheless, this 
feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification of the system 
disclosed by Creswell et al., as evidenced by Johnson et al. 

Johnson et al. disclose determining whether an action taken by the recipient satisfies the 
response (see columns 7 and 8, lines 63-68 and 1-4). Johnson et al. does not expressly disclose 
remembering the rendered selected one for subsequent evaluation at a later time within the 
period of time sensitivity. Nonetheless, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to be able to save the incomplete response to the message. Motivation for doing so 
is in case the recipient needs to leave and cannot finish the response immediately; it can be 
saved and finished at a later time within the period of time sensitivity while the message is still 
relevant. 
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As per claim 17, Creswell et al. disclose determining whether a hierarchy of event 
notification techniques has been defined for various intervals of time-sensitivity (see columns 3 
and 4, lines 65-67 and 1-18, where the time codes are intervals of event notification). 

As per claims 21 and 25, Creswell et al. disclose determining whether the time-period of 
time-sensitivity has been exceeded (see column 5, lines 55-61, where the expiration of the time 
code is determined). Creswell et al. does not expressly disclose the means for requiring being 
suppressed if the time period of time-sensitivity has been exceeded. Nonetheless, it would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to suppress the requiring step if the time 
period was exceeded. The motivation for doing so is because the message would no longer be 
valid after the time period. For instance, if the message were to indicate a meeting from 2 pm to 
3 pm in the afternoon with a period of time-sensitivity between 1 pm and 2 pm, it would be 
unnecessary to require the recipient to respond to the message if the current time is 4 pm. 

5. Claims 15 and 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable oyer Creswell 
et al. as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Lee et al. (U.S. 6,212,553). Although the 
system disclosed by Creswell et al. show substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed 
above), it fails to disclose the electronic messages being calendar events and to-do items. 
Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Creswell et al., as evidenced by Lee et al. 

In an analogous art, Lee et al. disclose a message system tailored to a variety of tasks, 
including scheduling (scheduling = calendar events), electronic mail, and to-do lists (see column 
21, lines 21-24). 

Given the teaching of Lee et al. a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Creswell et al. by employing 
messages that are calendar events and to-do items, such as disclosed by Lee et al., in order to 
ensure tasks that require a timely response, such as remembering appointments in a calendar 
event or a task in a to-do list, are completed. 
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Conclusion 



6. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. 



• Leonard et al. (U.S. 6,721 ,784) disclose a system of electronic mail to preset an 



expiration time, date, and/or event. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Philip J Chea whose telephone number is 703-605-1202. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F 7:45-4:15. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenn Burgess can be reached on 703-305-4792. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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